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PROCEEDINGS OF THE DAY

TuesdaY and 04.10.2022
Day and Date

CR/t447 /2022 Case titled as Ra

Chuhan Vs I{AHEfA DEVELOPERS LTI)Complaint No.

Rakhi ChuhanComplainant

Ms. Aasma Sachdeva Advocate
Represented through

RAHEJA DEVELOPERS LTD
Respon{ent

Shri Garvit GuPta Advocate
Responpent RePresented
throu

72.07.2022

Naresh Kumari and HR Mehta

:e of hearing

ing Recorded bY

New PWD R House, Civil Lines, gtilygram' X3]ane

Proceedings

t) Act' 2016

,f-.ito eA""- 3ll-{ fr6m) Jfrfrfi, 2016*l trnr 20fi rd-T d zlftra mfutrlul

tmir fi {16 qcr{I cltd 20166I rftfaqc dcqi6 16

The present complaint was filed olr |2.o4,2o22 and registered as compl:

no. t447 of 2O22.Despite proper service of notice, no written reply has

been filed. Moreover, the service is also confirmed from the fact thal- on the

date of hearing, Udayan Yadav and Yash Sharma, A'R's of the respon(

colnpanyappearedandweredirectedtofilethereplywithintwoweeks,
by 26.07 .2022.

written reply has not been filed by the respondent so far' Shri Garvit Gt

Advocate has appeared on behalf of the respondent and filed power of atto

and requests for a short adiournment for filing of reply' Respondent is dire

tofilethereplywithintwoweeksi'e,,byl},lo,2022intheregistrywitha
to the complainant along with a cost of Rs.5,000/- to be paid to

I ."1,1"r^trrrn,r. Last opportunity is being granted' In case the replf is not

I ;ffi;" ii-a allowed, the defence of the respondent may struck off'
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under section Real Estate
Act No. 16 of 16 Passed bY

2ot rd-rrd rfrra slfufi{ul

and DeveloPment)

t-dsqr fdfrq{a 3it{ tu6rs) 2016trr

S€qi6 16
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New PWD Rest House, C''l]-!'ret'

Matter to come up on Ot'02'2023 for further proceedings'
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